
so.X\r*a")I#;.sUNITEDSTATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONAGENCY N0O217.OO3325
REGTON tX HUNTERS POrNT

75 Hawthorne Street ssrc No.5o9o.a33
San Francisco. CA 94105

Ju ly  3 ,  1 ,996

Richard Powe11
Mai l  Code 09ER1
Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i t . ies West
900 Commodore Dr ive,  Bui ld ing 81-02
S a n  B r u n o ,  C A  9 4 0 6 6 - 2 4 0 2

RE: Parcel B Feasibitity Study Draft Report, Huntsers Point
Shipyard, san Francisco, CaLifornia

Dear  Mr .  Powe l l :

EPA has reviewed the above referenced document
Environment.al Management, Inc on June 4, L996.
comment.s are divided into general commenLs and
l i s t . ed  by  sec t i on .

I f  you have any quest ions,  fee l  f ree t .o  ca l l  me
2 3 6 7  .

submit.ted by PRC
The enclosed

speci f ic  comments

a t  ( 4 1 5 )  7 4 4 -

S ince re l y ,

&,,^ 4ffiZd
Anna-Marie Cook
Remedial Project Manager

C C : Cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Richard Hiet t ,  RWQCB
Bil l  McAvoy, EFAWEST
Mike McCle l land,  EFAWEST
J lm S ick les ,  PRC

dtaylor

dtaylor

rstevens



General Conunent,e:

1 _ .

z -

4 .

The Ecologica l  Risk Assessment .  wi l l  assess the impact  o f  Hps
activit ies on sediment cont.amination but does not address
t.he impact of groundwat,er on aquat. ic receptors or the
effects of mass loading of contaminants from groundwater on
t.he Bay. Following the establ- ishment of HGALs, groundwater
should be re-evaluated t.o determine potential exposure
pathways and associated r isks posed by contaminants.

A t.able l ist. ing out the various groundwater alternatives and
the costs  associated wi th  var ious Levels  of  RAos should be
included such as has been developed for soir. rncr-ude
whether the RAos are established for human health or aquat, ic
p ro t .ec t i on .

Table D-2 is a very good summary of information contained in
the Rr, but would benefit  from being l inked to t.he RAos and
the in format ion prov ided on a l ternat ives.

The use of the term removal and remedial
meanings and requirements under CERCLA.
int.erchangeably is incorrect and causes
confus ion to  t .he reader .

have d i f ferent
Using the Lerms

unnecessary

q whi le  i t .  is  complete ly  accept .ab le to  have a uni f ied tab le of
a l l  ARARs,  i t  is  unsat is factory to  s imply  s tate that  each
al t .ernat ive wi l l  comply wi th  ARARs.  rnstead,  the d iscuss ion
of  the cr i ter ion of  compl iance wi th  ARARs for  each
alternat. ive should be expanded t.o explain which ARARs apply
to t .he a l ternat ive and how the a l ternat ive wi l l  comply.

There is  no ment ion whatsoever  of  chemical  speci f ic  ARARs.
r f ,  in  fact ,  there are no chemical  speci f ic  AnARs,  then the
FS should conta in a shor t  s tatement  to  expla in  that  there
are no chemical specif ic ARARs and that cleanup standards
wi l l  be det .ermined based on r isk .

The tab]es for  l -ocat . ion and act ion-speci f ic  ARARs cont .a in
lo ts  of  super f luous in format ion,  e .g.  l is t . ings of  s tandards
that  are not  ARARs,  ds wel l  as speculat ive l is t ings for
treatment. units t.hat are very unlikely to be used. white
there is no harm in l ist ing things that are not ARARs, i t  is
unnecessary and does not add t.o the document.

There is overlap between the federal RCRA ARARs and the
state HWCL ARARS. Because cali fornia has an aut.horized RCRA
program, the standard pract. ice in these types of documents
has been to cit .e to cal i fornia standards and to mention as a
parenthetical the federal equivalent. The Navy should
fo l low t .hat  pracLice in  th is  document .

The action-specif ic ARAR table should add RCRA/HWCL

R
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standards for  emiss ions f rom an a i r -s t . r ipper  (40 CFR SS 1030
1034 /s ta te  equ iva len t ) .  I n  add i t . i on ,  t he  emiss ions  f rom

the air str ipper rnay be subject to the National Ambient Air
Qual i ty  Standards (40 CFR Par t  50)  as admin is tered through
the St .a te Implementat ion P1an.

10 .  Coas ta l  Zone  Managemen t  Ac t  -  c i t e  as  Sec t i on  307 (c )  o f  1 ' 6
U .S .C .  SS  I45L  e t  seq .  Shou ld  a l so  c i t . e  t . o  t he  Ca l i f o rn ia
Pub l i c  Resources  Code  SS 30 ,000  e t  seq .  wh ich  i s  t he  S ta te
Coastal Management Plan. The approved coastal zone
managlement program for San Francisco Bay includes the
McAteer-Petris Act and the San Francisco Bay Plan and is
administered by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission. The goals of Lhe Bay Plan are to
reduce bay f i l l  and disposal- of dredged materials in the Bay
and to maintain t,he waLer quali ty and ecological integrity
of the Bay. The Navy should coordinate with BCDC to make
i ts  consis t .ency deLerminat . ion.

11. The ref erence to the UST regulations in t.he ARARs table is
inappropriate. The UST cleanup is not being done pursuant
t.o CERCLA and therefore the regulations are not ARARs but
are standards that the Navy wil l  use to remove the USTs.
This  is  analogous to  the appl icat . ion of  OSHA or  other
standards that apply independently of being ARARs.

1,2. Appendix A needs t.o be replaced by the stat. ist ical approach
used  to  es tab l i sh  HGALS.

l -3 .  The model  used to  assess a d i lu t ion/at tenuat ion factor  Lo
the Bay appears too subject ive to  be usefu l - .  Hydraul ic
conduct. ivity can range by as much as seven orders of
magnitude, and it  is obvious that the porous media cannot be
considered homogeneous.  To be conservat . ive,  the worst  case
scenar io  should be chosen for  the concentrat ion of
contaminants going out to the Bay. This case would be
represented by the st,orm drain system, where a direct
condui t ,  and of ten a preferred migrat ion pathway,  is
presented by the open l ines.  The d i lu t . ion/at tenuat ion
factor  can be d iscarded for  th is  scenar io .

L4.  There are 6 scenar ios for  so i l  and 2 scenar ios for
groundwater  that  are d iscussed in  the a l ternat ives.  I t  is
diff icult.  to det,ermine which scenario is being eval-uated and
discussed in  t .he a l ternat ives sect ion as wel l  as the
comparat ive analys is  sect ion I t  would help c lear  up the
confus ion i f  each scenar io  was complete ly  d iscussed under  a
separate heading under the alt.ernative descript ion and
evaluated ind iv idual ly  accord ing to  scenar io .

1-5.  The descr ip t ions of  the a l ternat ives prov ided in  Sect ions 4
and 5 are Loo general and broad. As such, i t  is not
poss ib le  to  fu11y evaluate the a l t .ernat ives,  par t icu lar ly
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l _ o

with respect  to  the " longl  term ef fect . iveness" ,
" imp lemen tab i l i t y " ,  and  "cos t "  c r i t e r i a .  The  desc r ip t i ons
should inc lude deta i ls  such as speci f ic  const , ruct ion and
operat ion requi rements,  impacts caused by ex is t ing fac i l i ty
componenLs, wasle material handling procedures, and
preparat.ory requirements to implement the alternat. ive. Post
remedial monitoring and O & M provisions should also be
given greater  considerat ion in  the aLternat ives.

The cosLs prov ided for  the a l ternat ives under  the deta i led
evaluation sections do not appear to include engineering
expenses  ( i . e . ,  des ign  and  deve lopmen t .  cos ts ) .  The  Remed ia l
Action Costing Procedures Manual (US Department of
Commerce,  NaLional  Technica l  rn format . ion Serv ice,  October
L987 ) indicates that engineering expenses account for up to
15 percenL of  the t .o ta l -  d i rect .  capi t .a l  costs .

L7.  The operat ion and maintenance (Ocul  costs  have not  been
completely computed. Cost table presented in Appendix E
only  ref lect ,  t ,he f i rs t  year  of  O&M. However ,  the necessi ty
for  O&M, as wel l  as compl iance and per formance moni tor ing,
may be requi red for  an indef in i te  per iod.  Exc lus ion of  a
real is t ic  O&M durat ion underest imates the t rue cost  o f  the
al ternat ive.  O&M costs  should therefore be computed us ing
present  wor th analys is  for  a  durat ion of  30 years.

Speeif ic Comments:

Sect ion 1:

1- .  F igrure 1-1.  This  map needs to  be rev ised to  more c lear ly
del ineate the boundar ies of  t .he parcels .  Boundar ies of  the
parcels  cannot  be ident i f ied f rom th is  f igure.

2.  Pagre x-3,  sect ion L.2,  3rd paragraph.  P lease prov ide more
explanat. ion regarding the use of " interim st.orage units " .
The in tent  is  not .  c lear  f rom the br ie f  descr ip t ion nor  is  i t
c lear  how these "uni ts"  would be implemented.  Discuss how
th is  d i f fers  f rom a Correct ive Act ion Manaqement  Uni t .

Sect ion 2:

1- .  Sect ion 2.2.5,  Page 2-5,  ls t  paragrapl r .  F igure 2-5 is  a
soi l -  d is t r ibut ion map and does not  show geologic  uni ts  as
stated in  the four th sentence.  P lease prov ide the correct
f i gu re  re fe rence .

2.  Sect ion 2.2-7r  page 2-6,  ] .s t  paragraI lh .  F igure 2-9 does not
depic t  the B-aqui fer  as s tated in  th is  paragraph.

3.  Sect ion 2.2-8,  pErg€ 2-7,2nd pa.ragraph,  1Et  Eentence.  The
presence of  the " th in  aqui fer ,  the Bay Mud deposi ts
aqui tard,  and Ar t i f ic ia l  F i ] ] "  do not  prov ide the reasons
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for  consider ing the potent ia l  use of  the bedrock aqui fer  as
a groundwater source. More appropriate considerations
inc ludes waL.er  qual i ty ,  sa l in i ty  or  low y ie1d.

4. Sectsion 2.3, page 2-t2, 2ttd. I laragrraptr and Table 2-5. I t  is
not  c lear  whether  the analy tes l is ted in  th is  tab le area
complet .e  l is t  o f  substances for  which remedia l  a l ternat ives
are d iscussed in  th is  FS.  I f  th is  is  in t ,ended t .o  be a
complete l ist,  explain why VOCs and SVOCs are not considered
hazardous substances in groundwater. The l ist of hazardous
substances in groundwater is not complete. Furt,her, EPA
recommends that the maximum calculat.ed risk for each site be
included in this table with the primary r isk drivers noted.

5.  Sect , ion 2.3.LLt  page 2-26,  2 t : rd .  paragraptr .  I t  is  not  correct' that. 
"there are no previous or currently planned removal

act ions at .  IR-50.  A removal  act , ion for  s torm dra in
sediment.s is currently being implemented. This removal
should be ment ioned in  th is  sect ion.

Sec t i on  3 :

Sect ion 3.1.L.L,  Page 3-2,  paragraph 1.  The assumpt . ion,
based on age, that any leaching from soil  to groundwater has
al ready occurred requi res fur ther  just i f icat . ion.

sect ion 3.L.L.L,  Pagre 3-2,  paragraph 3.  Addi t ional
d iscuss ion to  expla in  tab le 3-1 and the source of  t .he va lues
is needed. Table 3-1- suggest that. the lead RAO is greater
than 190 but  th is  paragraph ind icat .es 221 ppm. Please
clar i fy .  The RAOs in  th is  tab le should be less than the
va lues  i nd i ca ted  (< )  no t  g rea te r  t han  (> ) .

Table 3-1.  Def ine TPH-mo in  th is  footnot .es to  t .h is  tab le.

TabJ.e 3-3. The Beryl l ium RAO indicates that footnote 3
should be consul ted,  but  there is  no footnote 3.

Sec t i on  3 .1 .L .2 ,  Page  3 -4 ,  pa rag raph  1 .  A  po ten t i a l  rouLe
for human exposure may be consumption of f ish or mussels
f rom the Bay area.  I f  th is  is  not  t rue,  add a s tatement
ind icat ing that  th is  is  not  a  concern based on r isk
assessment  ca lcu lat ions .

Sects ion 3.1.L.2,  Page 3-5,  f i rs t  paragrapl r .  I t .  seems
prudent that Scenario 1 also account for background
concenLrations Lo prevent cleanup of non-contaminated
groundwater .  Tables 3*3 and 3-4 should ref lect ,  th is  '

accord ingly .

Table 3-7a, Screening of L,ocation-Specific ARARs, and trable
3-7b, Screening of Action-specific ARARS. The ARARs list.ed
in these tables have not been broken down in suff icient

l - .

2 .

4 .

I'
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detai l  to determine whether they are applicable, relevant,
or  appropr ia te t .o  each s i te .  In  order  to  correct ly
determine whether a regulation is an ARAR, each component of
i t  must  be examined.  Ci t ingr  40 CFR Par t  268 does noL prov ide
enough  de ta i l .  Th i s  sec t i on  shou ld  c i t e  40  CFR Par t  268 .45 ,
Treatment Standards for Hazardous Debris, and then examine
and discuss how each of the "AlLernat. ive Treatment Standards
for  Hazardous Debr is"  a f fects  the s i te  a l ternat ives,  for
example. These t,ables essential ly perform a very cursory
rev iew the regulat ions but  prov ide no s i te  speci f ic
undersLanding of what the implicat. ions are. These tables
also do not include several potential ARARs, including 40
CFR 261 and t.he requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality
Control Board and the Bay Area Regional Water Quality
Contro l  Board.

Figrure 3-1s. Soil  washing is applicable for soi l  containing
organics and inorganics. This technology should be screened
more appropr ia te ly  based on par t ic le  s ize d is t r ibut ion.
There are washing solut. ions t.hat. work on both organics and
ino rgan ics .

Section 3.3, general corunent. Provide a table which shows
which technol -ogies are appl icable for  each s i te .

10 .  Sec t i on  3 .3 .2 .L .3 ,  1s t  pa rag rap t r .  Ove rhead  o r  bu r ied
electr ic l ines are hazardous and extremely dangerous and may
hamper excavation.

X

L1- Sec t i on  3 .3 .2 .L .3 ,  Page  3 -13 ,  3 rd  pa rag ra l l h .  Tab le  3 -9
appears incomplete.  f t  ind icates there are no cr i ter ia  for
p lac ing PCBs /Pest ic ides in  the landf i l l .  ARARs wi l l
regulate placement and disposal of these t lpes of compounds.
PLease reevaluate.  There are a lso other  contatn inants present
( see  tab les  2 -4  and  2 -5 )  i n  t he  va r ious  IR  so i l  ( such  as
TCE) for  which no cr i t .er ia  have been inc luded.  r f  Lh is  tab le
wi l l  be used t .o  screen so i l  for  pot .enLia l  d isposal ,  iL  must
inc lude a l l  const i tuents of  concern.  In  addi t . ion,  severa l  o f
these chemicals  are " l is ted"  const i tuents which prevenLs
soil  containing them from being disposed in anything other
than a permi t t .ed hazardous waste landf  i l1 .

sect ion 3.3.2. t .3 ,  Page 3-1{1,  1st  paragrapl r .  P lease def  ine
iner t  so i l .  Severa l  s i tes conta in TCE, DCE and TPH-9.  These
compounds wi l l  vo lat . i l ize i f  p laced in  a bui ld ing and could
af fect. the environment t.hrough release of toxic fumes.
Int.erim st.orage can only occur for up to 90 days based on
ARARs.  Please d iscuss how th is  wi l l  a f fect  the
implementabil i ty of this technology.

Sect ion 3.3.2.L.4,  Paga 3-21 '  4 th paragraDlr .  There are new
st,abil- ization technologies that convert the met.als t.o met.al
sulf ides that are non leachable rather than just binding

1 a
L Z .
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1,4

1 5

them in a so l id .  These t .echnologies of ten work bet ter  t .han
the binding technologies and should be included and
d i s c u s s e d .

Sec t i on  3 .3 .2 .L .4 ,  Page  3 -22 ,  l aE t  pa rag raph .  T rea tmen t  o f
500  tons  o f  so i l  pe r  hou r  seems  h igh .  P1ease  ve r i f y .

Sect ion 3.3.2.L.4,  Page 3-23,  ] .agt  paragraptr .  There is  an
inconsis tency between th is  sect ion which ind icates that
inc inerat ion is  not  e f fect ive for  inorganics and Table 3-1S-
commenL column (p 3 of  3) ,  which ind icates that  the process
is  potent ia l ly  appl icable for  a l l  cont ,aminated so i l  types.
This  a lso appl ies Lo of f -s i te  inc ine iat ion (p 3-25 pai lgraph
5) .  A  co r rec t i on  o r  c la r i f i ca t i on  i s  requ i red .

L6  .  Sec t i on  3 .3 .2 .L .4 ,  Page  3 -25 ,  pa ra f f raph  3 .  The re  i s  no
rnent ion of  re t .a in ing on-s i te  inc inerat ion for  remedia l
alternat. ive development and screening; however i t  is
re ta ined  i n  Tab le  3 -15 .  A  co r rec t i on  o r  c la r i f i ca t i on  i s
requi red.

t7 .  Sec t i on  3 .3 .2 .7 , .5 t  Page  3 -29 ,  AE}a  pa rag raph .  Grou t
in ject . ion is  cost .  e f fect ive in  areas where deep
conLaminat ion ex is ts .  This  technology is  usual ly  not  cost
e f fec t i ve  fo r  sha l l ow  so i l .  Th i s  shou ld  be  d i scussed  as  the
reason for  e l iminat ing th is  technology.  Current ly ,  no
explanat ion is  presented in  the text .

1 8 .  S e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 2 . 2 . 3 t  P a g e  3 - 3 4 ,  3 r d  p a r a g r a p h .  I t s  n o t  c l e a r
why SB wal ls  were reta ined over  the DSM technique.  P lease
exp la in .

1 9 .  S e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 2 . 2 . 4 ,  F a g e  3 - 4 L , 2 n d  p a r a g r a p t r .  H e r e  a n d
elsewhere the depth of  the ext ract ion wel ls  are d iscussed.
This depth appears t.o be based on the depth of the aquifer.
A discussion on the vert ical extent of groundwater
contaminat ion must  be inc luded in  sect ian 2 s ince the
contaminat ion may not  necessar i ly  occur  across t .he ent i re
depth.  I f  th is  is  the case ot ,her  technologies such as
trenches may be easier to implement.

20.  Sect ion 3.3.2.2.4,  Pagre 3-4L,  J .ast  paragraptr .  A compar ison
of t.he groundwater contamination with t.he POTW criteria
should be inc luded in  th is  repor t .  Before th is  technology is
retained, i t  should be discussed with the POTW t.o determine
i f  the water  is  acceptable.  fn  some cases,  POTWs wi l l  not
accept. addit ional discharges due to operating capacit. ies,
r r a rm i  I  n .- I ' rovl_sl_ons '  etc

2L .  Sec t i on  3 .3 .2 .2 .5 ,  Page  3 - {3 ,  t )a rag raph  1 .  Th i s  a i r
sparging discussion suggests that applying high air
in ject ion f low rates wi l l  prov ide more uni form gas
channel ing d is t r ibut ion in  heterogleneous so i ls .  When
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apply ing h igh a i r  in ject . ion pressures there is  potent . ia l  for
contaminant.s t.o migrate outward from the inject, ion wel-l
without changing from the l iquid to vapor phase. In this
case, conLaminant.s may move a signif icant. distance from
thei r  or ig ina l  locat . ion,  potent ia l ly  spreading contaminat ion
to c lean areas.  Conta inment  should be d iscussed as an
opt ion to  reduce th is  ef fect .  In  the same paragraph,
uncaptured VOCs emanating from the ground surface may be
considered a t.hreat t.o human health. While this may be
min imal ,  i t  should be d iscussed.

2 2 .  s e c t i o n  3 . 3 . 2 . 2 . 6 ,  P a g e  3 - 4 5 .  W / O x i d a t i o n  s h o u l d  b e
discussed as a remedial groundwat.er technology. This
technology is being used successful ly at many contaminated
groundwater  s i tes and can be implemented cost  e f fect ive ly .

Seet ion 4:

1.  Sect ion 4.L.2,  Page 4-3,  o f f -S i te  D5.sposal .  Given the
quant i t ies of  so i l  Lo be excavated and t ranspor ted of f -s i te
for  d isposal ,  i t  is  unreal is t ic  to  assume t .he mater ia l  wi l l
be loaded d i rect ly  in to t rucks.  The a l ternat ive should
therefore inc lude prov is ions for  t .he s tockpi l ing of  the
material and stockpile management. Furthermore, the shallow
depth of groundwater wil l  require excavation below the water
t .ab le or  in  the capi l lary  f r inge zone.  As a resul t ,  so i l
dewatering may be required t.o remove the free l iquids prior
to  of f -s i te  t ranspor tat ion which may resul t  in  the need for
s tockpi l ing the mater ia l  and wastewaLer  handl ing.  The
stockpile pad should be constructed Lo accommodat.e the
ant. icipat.ed volume of material and be l ined with an
impermeabl-e membrane suit.able to prevent the release of
contaminants.  This  comment  is  appl icable to  a l l
alternatives that have an excavat. ion component.

2 .  Sec t i on  4 .L .2 ,  Page  4 -3 ,  o f f -S i te  D iEposa l .  I t  appears  tha t
d isposal  opt ions for  t .h is  a l ternat . ive (and others that
fo I l ow)  d id  no t  accoun t  f o r  t he  poss ib i l i t y  o f  l i s ted
wastes.  A d iscuss ion of  waste l is t . ing and codes is  not .
d iscussed any,uhere in  th is  repor t .  f  ts  poss ib le  t .hat  some of
the soil  contaminants (such as TCE ) may be l isted and
require treatment or .disposal as hazardous wastes
independent of t ,he TTLC, STLC or TCLP concentrations. This
should be d iscussed for  a l l  a l ternat ives and s i tes.  This
discussion should be included under the ARARs criteria.

3: .  Seet ion 4.L.2,  Pages 4-3 and 4-4,  Evaluat ion.  Excavat . ion
dewatering wil l  burden this alternative with substantial
wasLewaLer storage and treatment requirements. Thes"e
factors should be inc luded in  the a l ternat , ive 's
implementabi l i ty  and cost  considerat ions.  This  sect ion
impl ies that  no long Lerm moni tor ing is  necessary.  There
should be a recruirement to perform some post-remediation
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monitoring to insure t.he remedy is prot.ective of the
environment.

Sect ion 4.L.3,  Pagre 4-4.  This  a l ternat ive should inc lude
long-t.erm performance monitoring of the groundwater due to
the cont inued presence of  contaminat ion.  In  addi t ion,
compliance monitoring wil l  l ikely be required for the SVE
system process gas emiss ions.

Sect ion 4.L.3,  Page 4-5,  Soi l  Vapor  Ext ract ion.  The
al t .ernat ive should d iscuss process gas t reatment  opt ions
(carbon adsorpt ion,  inc inerat ion,  e tc .  ) ;  t reatment  of  the
SVE process gas may signif icantly impact the
implementabil i ty evaluation if  such requirements are deemed
necessary by the regional air quali ty board. Air sparging
technology should be combined with the SVE system t.o address
VOC const i tuents below the water  Lable.  S ince SVE is  not
capable of  t . reat . ing saturated so i l ,  a i r  sparg ing wel ls  wi l l
be necessary f  or  th is  a l ternat ive to  fu1 ly  sat is fy  t .he RAOs.

Sect ion 4.L.3,  Page 4-5,  on-Si te  Placement .  The t .ext
incorrect ly  re ferences Table 3-19 for  the proposed s i te-
spec i f i c  sc reen ing  c r i t e r i a ;  i t  i s  assumed  the  co r rec t
re fe rence  i s  Tab le  3 -9 .

The proposed screening criterion for mercury exceeds the
R C R A  w a s t e  c r i t e r i o n  o f  0 . 2  m g / L  l i s t e d  u n d e r  4 0  C F R  2 6 L . 2 4 .
Therefore,  so i l  mater ia l  may potent . ia l ly  be considered a
RCRA waste, and would require appropriate disposal measures
i f  p laced  i n  the  IR - t / 21 -  1and f i l 1 .  P lease  rev i se .

Se t i on  4 .L .3 ,  Pagre  4 -6 ,  Eva lua t i on .  As  s ta ted  i n  comment
5,  t .h is  process opt ion would not  e f fect ive ly  t reat .  VOC
contaminated so i l  in  the saturated zone unless i t  is
combined wi th  an a i r  sparg ing system.

A post-remedial- performance monit.oring program wil1 be
required due to residual contaminants (VOCs in the IR-10 and
IR-25 areas as wel l  as d isposed mater ia l  in  the TR-1, /21
landf i l l ) .  Such a program wi l l  moni tor  t .he adequacy of  the
SVE system as well as ensure the remedy remains proLect. ive
of the environmenL. This program may signif icantly increase
cos ts  assoc ia ted  w i th  th i s  a l t e rna t i ve .

Sact ion 4. t .4 ,  Pa,gre 4-7,  Soi l  Vapor  Ext ract ion.  See
comments 4 and 5 regarding the need for process-gas
treatment and air sparging technology.

Sect ion 4.L.4,  Page 4-9,  Evaluat ion.  This  a l ternat . ive
requires a post-remedial sampling and performance monitoring
program due to residual contaminants (VOCs in the IR-10 and
IR-25 areas as wel l  as the encapsulated waste mater ia l ) .
Such a program wil l  monitor the adequacy of the SVE system
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as well as ensure the remedy remains protect. ive of the
envi ronment .  This  program may s ign i f icant ly  increase costs
assoc ia ted  w i th  t . h i s  a l t e rna t i ve .

10.  Seet ion 4.L.5,  Page 4-10,  Soi l  vapor  Ext ract ion.  See
commenLs 4 and 5 regarding the need for process-gas
treatment and air sparging technology.

1 i - .  Sect ion 4.L.5,  Page L-LL,  On-Si te  Placernent .  The text
incorrect ly  re ferences Table 3- l -0  for  the proposed s i te-
speci f ic  screening cr i ter ia ;  i t  is  assumed the correct
re fe rence  i s  Tab le  3 -9 .

12 .  Sec t i on  4 .2 ,  Page  4 -L7 .  The  nega t i ve  e f fec ts  o f
heLerogeneous so i l  (cobbles,  boulders)  on implementabi l i ty
and cost  for  moni tor ing and ext ract ion wel ls  are noL
discussed (as i t  was for  sheet .  p i l ing and in terceptor
t renching in  prev ious sect ions) .  These cobbles and boulders
would 1 ike1y have a s imi lar  e f fect  on dr i l l ing act iv i t . ies.
A d iscuss ion should be added to address the ef fects  of  t .he
heterogeneous so i l  condi t ions on ext ract ion and moni tor ing
wel l  cosL and implementabi l i ty

13 .  Sec t i on  4 .2 .2 t  Page  4 -L9 ,  l s t  pa rag rap t r .  S ince  the  ex ten t
of DNAPL cont.amination has not been clearly determined,
excavat ion costs  cou]d increase to  an unreasonable level .

L4 .  Sec t i on  4 .2 .3 ,  Page  4 -25 .  Fo r  bo th  i on  exchange  and  ca rbon
adsorp t . i on ,  a  d i scuss ion  o f  t he  e f fecL  o f  po ten t i a l
"cloggingi" due to removal of non-t.arget compounds is
necessary. This is supported by t.he known high ambient
concentrat ions of  inorganics/meta ls  associated wi th  bedrock
and  s i t . e  so i l s  con ta in ing  f  i 11 .

Sect ion 5:

1.  sect , ion 5.L.2,  Page 5-6,  Excavat ion.  As prev ious ly
indicat.ed, the shallow depth of groundwater wil l  require
excavatj-on below t.he water table or in the capil lary fr inge
zone.  As a resul t ,  so i l  dewater ing may be requi red to
remove the f ree l iqu ids pr ior  to  of f -s i te  t ranspor tat ion,
which wil l  require stockpile managemenl. of the mat.erial and
wastewat.er handling. The st.ockpile pad should be
constructed to accornmodate the anticipated volume of
material and be l ined with an impermeable membrane suitable
to prevent, the release of contaminanLs and al low for the
col lect ion of  the l igu ids.  Wastewater  t reaLment  and/or
d isposal  wi l l  l ikewise be requi red,  a f fect ing the cost  o f
th i s  a l t e rna t i ve .

2.  Sect ion 5.1.2.3,  Page 5-9,  Adequacy and Rel iabLl i ty  o f ,
ControlE. Long term post-remedial monitoring would be
required in the event that contaminated soil  remains on-site
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3 .

under RAO scenario 1-. This monit.oring requiremenL would
l ikely include groundwater monitoring to determine the
impact to the aquifer and contaminant migration from the
res idual  contaminated so i l .  Operat ion and maintenance costs
would t,heref ore be required f or t.his alternative.

Sect ion 5.1.3.3,  Page 5-2L,  Adequacy and Rel . iab iJ . i ty  o f
controls. Carbon Adsorption is an ineffective treatment. for
v iny l  ch lo r i de ,  wh ich  was  i den t i f i ed  i n  Sec t i on  5 .1 .3 .2  as  a
potent ia l  emiss ion compound.  Therefore,  a l ternat ive
t reatment  technologies,  such as inc inerat ion,  may be
requi red to  sat is fy  d ischarge requi rements.  This
requi rement  may substant ia l ly  increase the a l ternat ive 's
cost  and admin is t rat ive ( implementabi l i ty )  factors .  This
comment is applicable to al l  alternatives that, include an
SVE component

Sec t i on  5 .1 .3 .7 ,  Page  5 -28 ,  Cos t .  Mon i t . o r i ng  and  O&M cos t
components should be included for this evaluation for al l
costs incurred beyond one year. Such costs may be
substantial when considering operation of the SVE systems,
carbon regienerat ion (or  o ther  t reatment  processes as
necessary) ,  and compl iance and per formance moni tor ing.  This
comment  is  appl icable to  a l l  a l ternat ives that  inc lude an
SVE component.

Sect ion 5.1.4.3,  Page 5-34,  Adequacy and Re] . iab i l i ty  o f
cont , ro ls .  RCRA Subt i t le  D merely  requi res the landf i l l
cover  to  have a lower permeabi l i ty  than the base ( l iner)  o f
the landf  i1 l  so as to  prevent  the "batht .ub"  ef  f  ect .  This
requ i remen t ,  by  i t se l f ,  w i l l  no t  p reven t  t he  i n f i l t r a t i on  o f
prec ip i ta t ion in to the landf i l l  and subsequent  leaching of
hazardous subst .ances f rom the so i l .  Speci f ic  per formance
standards should be established to ensure adequate
protect . iveness is  a t ta ined.

Sec t i on  5 .1 .5 .5 ,  Page  5 -50 ,  P ro tec t i on
Air emission standards wil l  be applied
the thermal desorption equipment and
so l i d i f i ca t i on /s tab i l i za t i on  .p rocess  ( s ince  the  po ten t i a l
ex is ts  to  emi t  caust ic  mat . ter  f rom the f ly  ash,  l ime or
other  cement  addi t ives,  as wel l  as emiss ions f rom the waste
mate r ia l  i t se l f ) .  Th i s  sec t . i on  shou ld  spec i f y  a l l  em iss ion
standards from the regional air quali ty board (BAAMQD) that
must be met in order to operate t,hese systems.

7 .  sect ion 5.X. .5 .6,  Pagie 5-55,  admin is t rat ive Feasib i ] . i ty .
Specify the administrat, ive requiremenLs associated with the
of f -s i te  t . reatment  of  the thermal  desorpt ion res iduals
(condensed wastewater  and o i l ) .

A i r  permi t t ing would l ike ly  be requi red for  the thermal
desorpt ion equipment  as wel l  as for  the
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so l i d i f i ca t i on /s tab i l i za t i on  p rocess .  Th i s  sec t . i on  shou ld
specify t.he potential ly applicable administrative
requirements from the BAAI\{QD that must. be met in order ro
operate these systems.

Sec t i on  5 .1 .5 .7 ,  Page  5 -56 ,  co6 t .  Mon i to r i ng  and  O tM cos t
componenL,s should be included in this evaluation for a1l
costs  incurred beyond one year .  These costs  inc lude long-
term compliance and performance monitoring associated with
the  s tab i l i zed /so l i d i f i ed  ma te r ia l  .

See t i on  5 .2 .2 ,  Page  5 -61 .  The  desc r ip t i on  o f  t he
alternative indicates that DNAPLs wil l  be transported co an
o f  f  - s i t , e  d . i s p o s a l  f a c i l i t y .  H o w e v e r ,  S e c t i o n  5 . 2 . 2 . 4  ( o n
page 5-68)  s tates that  the DNAPLs ext racted f rom the
groundwater wil l  be incinerated. It  is assumed that the
wastewater  wi l l  be sh ipped for  o f f -s i te  t reatment ,  but  i t  is
not  c lear  what  th is  t reatment  process th is  wi l l  inc lude.
Inc inerat . ion is  un l ike ly  due to  the excessive cost
associated wi th  inc inerat ing l iqu ids.  Fur ther  in format ion
should be inc luded under  the a l ternat ive 's  descr ip t ion
regarding the specif ic t.reatment options for this wastre
mater ia l .  A11 evaluat ion cr i ter ia  for  th is  a l ternat ive
should be rev ised as appropr ia te to  ref l -ect  these changes.

Se t ion  5 .2 .2 ,  Pagre  5 -64 ,  Ex t rac t i on .  The  e igh t  p roposed
36- inch ext ract ion wel ls  are excessive ly  large for  the Lot .a l
pumping rat.e of 10 gpm. Provide appropriat.e t.echnical .
j us t i f i ca t i on  fo r  t he  se l -ec t i on  o f  t hese  we l l s .

Discuss model ing data and pump-test  data ( i f  per formed) to
suppor t  the proposed wel - l  spacing of  l -OO-feet .

Greater consideration should be given to the groundwater
pret reatment  opt . ions.  For  instance,  carbon adsorpt ion is
not  an appl icable t reatment  t ,echnology for  v iny l  ch lor ide.
Al ternat ive t reatment  technologies should be inc luded co
at ta in  the speci f ied pre- t reatment  d ischarge l imi ts  for  a l l
anticipated compounds .

Section 5.2.2, page 5-55, Groundwater Monitoring. The
chemical parameters for groundwater monitoring should be
included in this document. and not deferred to the remedial
des ign.  Suf f ic ient  in format ion current ly  ex is ts  to  ind icat .e
the chemicals  of  concern.  Moreover ,  analy t ica l  data
requi rement  wi l l  be a substant ia l  factor  in  the O&M cosLs.

Sec t i on  5 .2 .2 .7 ,  Page  5 -73 .  P rov ide  the  bas i s  f o r  t he  O&M
costs.  This  bas is  should a lso inc lude groundwater
monitoring requirements, and should be extended beyond year
one ( refer  to  Gene: ia1 Comment .s) .

Section 5.2.3, Pagre 5-74, DNAPL Source Removal. Describe
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t .he specif ic treatment process for the extracted DNAPLs and
include any appropriate computation and modeling data to
suppor t  the se lect . ion of  the wel l  s izes,  capture zones,
ext ract . ion rates,  e tc  .

L4. Section 5.2.3, Page 5-76, Gradient eontro]. with Groundwater
Extraction. Modeling should be performed and included in
this FS t.o determine the ext.ent. of impact. a slurry wall
containment system wil l  have upgradient of the wa1l and on
storm water management systems. These result.s may
signi f icant ly  a l ter  the feas ib i l : - iuy/ implementabi l i ty  o f  a
containment al- t .ernative .

15 .  Sec t , i on  5 .2 .3 .7 ,  Pagre  5 -86 .  P rov ide  the  bas i s  f o r  t . he  O&M
costs.  This  bas is  should a lso inc lude groundwater
monitoring requirements, and should be extended to the
ant ic ipated 30 year  durat ion ( refer  to  Genera l  Comments) .

1-6. Section 5.2.4, Pagre 5-88, Containment Ttrrough Gradient
control. Provide modeling dat.a and assumptions for the
ant ic ipated ext ract ion rates and capture zone.

L7.  Sect ion 5.2.4,  Page 5-89,  On-Si te  Groundwater  Treatment ,
carbon Adsorption SyEtem. As previously stat.ed, carbon
:r l .sornf  isn is  not .  an ef fect . ive t reatment  for  v inv l  ch lor ide.
Greater  considerat ion should be g iven to  se lect ing an
appropr ia te t reatment  for  th is  const i tuent . .

18.  Sect ion 5.2.4,  Page 5-93,  Discbargre of  Treated Groundwater
to San Francisco Bay or A ConEtflrct,ed Wetland. Details
regard ing the constructed wet land are few in  th is  secLion,
yet  mar ine wet l -and construct ion poses a substant ia l  amount
of  des ign and hydraul ic  considerat . ion.  A fu l l  and
meaningfu l  evaluat ion of  th is  a l ternat ive is  not  poss ib le
wi th  the level  o f  deta i l -  prov ided in  th is  sect ion.  The FS
should prov ide more det .a i ls  on th is  a l ternat ive and i ts
techn ica l  bas i s .

The proposed locat ion of  th is  wet land does not  f i t ,  the Reuse
P. lan.  This  is  cr i t ica l - ,  because once constructed,  i t  is
unlikely that destruct. ion of the wetland woul-d be al lowed.
Any proposed wetland must. be in an area of the site
designat.ed for reuse as a wetland. Reevaluat.e the locat. ion
of  the wet land.

19 .  Sec t i on  5 .2 .3 .7 ,  Page  5 -95 .  Wet land  cons t . ruc t i on  cos ts  do
not appear in the cost estimat.es and would be expected to be
high.  This  cos l  should be prov ided to  evaluate and.compare
the cost  o f  th is  a l ternat . ive to  others.  In  addi t ion,
prov ide the basis  for  the O&M costs .  This  bas is  should a lso
include groundwater monitoring requirements, and should be
extended to the ant . ic ipated 30 year  durat ion ( refer  to
Genera l  Comments ) .
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z v . Sect ion 5.3 .  L .2,  Pagle 5-103.  A l t .ernat ive 2 (and poss ib ly
others) may not meet LDR ARARs for TCE. Although a detai led
comparison of al l  LDRs was not performed during t.his review,
it  appears that. some of the sites contain compounds that
exceed LDRs and would requi re t reatment  pr ior  to  d isposal .  A
comparison of LDRs to the contaminant concentrations should
be per formed.

2L.  Sect ion 5.3.L.6,  Page 5-108,  Admin is t rat ive FeaEib i l i ty .
A l ternat ive 6 may a lso requi re an a i r  emiss ions evaluat ion
and r isk assessment  pr ior  to  operat ion.  This  would increase
the d i f f icu l ty  o f  th is  a l ternat ive and must .  be inc luded in
the text .

22 .  Sec t i on  5 .3 .2 .3 ,  Page  5 -111 ,  l aE t  pa rag ra I l h .  f t  i s  no t  c lea r
that GW-2 would remove more contaminat. ion than the other
alternat. ives. GW-2 would remove groundwater at 3 sites. GW -
4 and 5, although are not designed for contaminant removal,
may end up removing more mass since site wide groundwater is
removed for  gradient  contro l .  GW-5,  accord ing t .o  t .he
descr ip t ion,  could pump 2 Lo 4 t imes the vo lume of  GW-2 and
actual ly  remove more mass.  This  should be evaluated and th is
sec t i on  rev i sed  as  necessa ry .

23.  Sect ion 5.3.2.3,  Fage 5-LL2,  3rd.  paragraph.  I t  is  not  c lear
under which scenario this comparison is being made. Under
scenar io  t ,  contro ls  used to  ensure protect . ion are
groundwater monitoring since no removal or containment is
being provided for groundwater exceeding crit .eria. The
re l iab i l i t .y  o f  groundwater  moni tor ing is  less than a
cont .a inment .  wal l .  Theref  ore the re l iab i l i ty  o f  GW-2 is  less
than that .  o f  the other  a l ternat ives.  P lease c lar i fy .

It  appears that t.hese alternatives are noL being compared
for the same scenario. The text says GW-4 has the second
highest  level  o f  re l iab i l i ty ,  however ,  GW-2 wi l l  not  meet
the  RAOs o f  scenar io  L  ( see  p .4 -L7 )  .  The re fo re  i t  wou ld
appear  that .  cW-4 has the h ighest  re l iab i l i ty  for  th is
scenar io .

24.  Sect ion 5.3.2.4,  Pagre 5-113,  3rd paragraph.  See comment  23.

25 .  Sec t i on  5 .3 .2 .4 ,  Page  5 -1L4 ,  1s t  pa rag raph .  Th i s  d i scuss ion
should include an evaluaLion to define the alternat. ive which
has the potent. ial to remove t.he greatest. mass (see comment
22) .

26.  Sec t ion  5 .3 .2 .5 ,  Page 5-116,  2nd,  paragrapt r .  GW-5 has  the
greatest. risk t,o workers as a result of the fu1l t, ime
operation of the groundwater treatment. p1ant. This operation
wi l l  expose workers to chemicals.  This should be discussed.

27 .  Sec t ion  5 .3 .2 .7 ,  Page 5-120.  There  is  much in fo rmat . ion  in
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th is  sect ion concern ing how the a l ternat ives compare.  I t
would be beneficial to summarize t.his in a table with the
al ternat ives ranked numer ica l ly .  This  would a l low the reader
to determine at a glance which alt.ernatives appear L.o best
mee t  a l l  t he  c r i t e r i a .

Appendix D

1 .  S e c t i o n  1 . 0 ,  P a g e  D - 1 ,  2 n d
requ i red  be fore  the  ac t ion

bullet. Agency concurrence is
level  o f  l -O-n can be accepted.

Appendix E

L.  Costs for  thermal  desorpt ion and stabi l izat ion are h igh.
These costs  should be reconf i rmed.
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